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Background and aim’s B . -
The mm :Hnn of the pu»u-(t and the or iginal for mul'nlum of its nims
were hewilviinfluenced by the criticism on the conlcnl orghnization
el mstructional methods of the traditional university,thit necom- *
student explosion' and reached its peak during the
“studept re \'ulix" in 1962 and 1969, The prevailing system forced
the student into a-rale of dependency and passive consumption,
it was maintoined Qulh by students and teachers. The ability to .
reproduce faetual l\nm\l«-d;,v at written examinations ialmost com-
pl(-u'l\ determined the grade of the student in qpnlv of official de-
clirations that stressed personil growth and hw,:hs,r level (ognmvv
capacities ag important objeetives of higher cducation. The tradi-
tional teacher-dominated instruetional m(-lhndq were thought to, b('
important ahstaeles to the fl( velopment of active and Insting con-
taets hetwe en teachers and students and lwlwocn students mutu: iy,
Student psvehi irists xopnrt(‘(l a rapidly mm\mg number of stu-
dents whose main px_nhl(-m wns severe soc ial IS().L‘llIOn. ’

p med the

.
'1’hc Swedish Commigsion on University Educiation (U PUY working
during the, second half of the sixties discussed these problems and
proposced 2 number of mensures. In o policyireport on instruc-
tional methods published in 1970 the Commission suggested
¥vstem of supe rqul Student te; IMSs 18 i aupplt-mvnt to regular in-
struction. The team svstem wits thought to reduce ot number of

the problems facing the new mass-university.,
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In the ﬂnt project-plan of the so-called UIA -projﬁct (Swedish:
"unlversltetsstudler i arbetsgrupp"), written in 1971, the team-work
mode! of UPU was a central idea. The main purpose of the initfal
phase of the project was to implement the team~-model in an ordipary
instructional setting and to evaluate various effects of participation

in teams. The evaluation work was intended to take into consideration
both study results in a limited sense and effects on the students”
situation. both socially and. indxvidually. '

- The very close association to the outllnes of a system of supervised

] ' .+ teams'formulated by UPU remained only for a short time of the pro-
ject, however. The initial experiment indicated that the regular
teacher-dominated lecturesystem anq\work in supervised teams
demanded different study rythms and in part also different study ,
methods, The social dynamics developing within a small team work-
ing together for some time stimulated the team member® to demand
that the-team activities should be somethlng more and something

. else than just a subordinate compiement to ‘regular instruetion.
o _ ' Bath the supervisqr and the team members found themselves faced

with a choice betw%n two lnstructlona! systems.

z'he experiences of the lnltlal experlment caused a change in the
ocus of interest of the prolect For the most part the project has
been concerned with systems of instruction where acti ties in
‘supervised teams form the base and pther types of instruction such
as lecturel are offered for lntroductlon, co’\text and inspiration.

Design, execution and timetabie \

S ' < " N _ ‘ The project extended over thi-ee acadefnlc yeara- 1971 - l’\?

\ Durlng 1971 and 1972 two experlmenta with unlvenlty studies in
supervised teams were cnrrled out at the Al céurse in Educ\atlon
} at the unjversity of Gdthenburg. Y

[ ' ’ . L ’ -
A : . , : The first ﬁxperlment served mainlx'as a pllnnlng study for thh
PR ' . ! main expériment whlch was carrled' out during the 1972 nutum term,

tion insmall groups were evaluated. These experiments|were in-

N e, S N Durlng 1973 a serles of field experlmentl vllth work nn:)an -
nor carried

P : spired by the UIA sexperiments but were neither plann
‘out within tHe project.
. During-1973 and 1974 an ifiventory and analysis of reports from ex
, / periments with supeivised teams was made. The inventory con-
" centrated on Swedish expemlmentu, but also inoluded an unsystem-

atic review of the International literature. The analysis of litera-

' . . " ture wu reponud as an (nvitation paper to a symposium on

. .o s s ,"Methodologlcnl ‘problems In experiments with supervised teams".

: The symposium which was.arranged by the Office of the Chancellor

Lo .. - of the SwedishUniversit ies was held in slnn-slby near Stockholm

: - . ln’Octobor 1974« : '
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The main experiment 1972

The main experiment, in the autumn of 1972, consisted of four
teams, each comprising eight stydents and two control groups each
comprising-about thirty students. Participants for the teams and
one .of the control ggoups were chosen at random at the beginning
of the term from among those who thad signed up for working in -
teams in cohnection with registering for the course. The other
control group was.chosen at rangdom from among students who in-
dicated that they did not want t‘oEyartlclpate in a team. Two teach-
ers le"ved as tutors througﬁhout‘ he whqle. four month long course.

The team-model tested consls'téd of scheduled tutor-led team meet-
ings, tutor-less team meetlnq jand partictpation in an introductory °
lecture in each of the five parts of the course. The teacher-resource
- spent on the teams was the n?e as the resource spent on the stu-
dents participating in regular fnstruction. This meant a consider-
iab_ly smaller number of teacher-contact for.team -members than for
other students. During the maln part of the experiment there were
one or two scheduled teirg. megtings with the tutor each week. At
the start of each sub-course the tutor, provided the teams with
number of problems and questions to facilitate their planning and
work. The questions were designed to stimulate co-operation and
an active, independent approach to the course material. The course
literature was fixed and the teams participated in the ordinary
examinations, ® / . N h

°

| Resit of the main experiment

" Evaluatjon data which were collected included: ordinary examina-
tions, a comprenhensive test given at'the énd ofthe term, tests
desigmed to measure study proficiency, three questionnaires given
at the beginning, middle and end of the term and the tutors* work-.
ing notes. No zuerence_l between teams and control groups were
found on the grdinary examinations, but on the comprehensive test
the teams performed slightly better. Team members improved
their study proficiency during the term, which was not the case for
the contro] groups. The social bonell{l of the team model were im-
pressive,’ Almost half of the.team members got new friends during
their months in teams compared to only a few In the ocontrol groups
attending regular instruction. Some team members reported rather

.drasti¢ positive changes in their self-lmage, More team members
thsn gontrol group members thought they had been able to signifi- .
cant}y influence their working sitdalion during the term.

The analysis of the tutors” working notes lnd“l“ questionnaires
indicated among other things a cogiflict between an ‘examination.
system with fixed written items and individually assigned grades

— f“d & working model where one is striving for problem-oriented co-
‘operation. In an educations! system where students, because of the J
riature of the examination system, lack every possibility to inflience
the-direction and content of their studies and where the examination
focuses solely on the performance of the individua! student the stu-

* dents are actually forced to defend themselves against the study
involvement governed by personal needs and interests that often.
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evolves after some time in a team. Analysis.of the team work pro-.
cess indicated that the teams need training for co-operation. The
participants have to learn what should be done during team sessions
and* what should be done by individual work. The tutor have an im-
portant task in helping the team to explore its potential teacthg :
resources. The first few team sessidps seem.to be very important
for the later dévelopment of the team work process: The tutors
must prevent the team from an early freezing in a destructive role-
structure and interaction pattern. In accordance with gsimilar ex-
periments the UIA-experiment indicates that’ each-team has to
develop its own unique style of work. The tutor therefore has to
function as a catalyst in the team process and not as a demonstrator
of the right working modei.

+ ~ Inventory and analysis of other experiments with superwsod

teams

~ After the main experiment an inventory and analysls of experiments
with supervised teams was carried out. Because of the ambition of

the project to, u_roduce results with direct applicability to university

_instruction in Sweden the inventory focussed on Swedish experi- -

ments. Considerable pains were taken to cover recent experiments
in various disciplines as completely as possible. After long series
of letters, teledhone calls and persanal interviews a considerable
number of rather informal experiments were found, The written
reports, where they existed at ali, were with few exceptions meagre
and incomplete. The major part of the experimerits were In ignor-
arice or neglect of educational and social-psychological theory.

The motives for testing study team models ranged from efforts to
increase the control of the students” independent work to ambitions
to increase the students * freedom to learn. The actual team models,
as they were implemented in regular courses, turned out to be con-
siderably more similar than the motives for designing the models.

Most experiments with supervised teams seem to have brought to
attention problems of authority, responsibility and influence and
intensified discussions on the relation between the teachers” and
the students’ roles in the instructjonal process. Teachers parti-
cipating as supervisors in most cases report better intellectual
and emotional relations to the students and increased personal
satisfaction. The price they have had to pay consists of a more
pronounced sense of responsibility for individual students and
more work between the instructional sessians.

Most experiments comprise so few wekks of study that the ex-
periencies reported should be regarded as reports about efforts :
to change a traditional instructional pattern rather than reports

" about supervised teams having had time and opportunity to develop

well-functioning models of work. ' i

Evalustion of experiments with work and examination in teams .
in training courses for future psychologists .

During 1973 experiments with work and examination in teams were;
initiated in two applied courses included in the basit training for
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psychologists in Giteborg. The ‘courses comprised six weeks each.
The aim of the experiments was to develop forms of examination
which make examination an integral part of the training program
and not just a final control. As a consequence of this standpoint
we (ried to arrange examination forms which promoted problem
orientation and independent critical processlnz of the course -
material. The teacher resouregs avallable for the theoretical
parts of the courses were used .oral group examination. -Instead
of lectures the teams were suppliejl with questions, problems and
tasks for teacherless team-work. Qnly a few hours of tutofipg were

©  offered. .
‘ E .

The design of the examination syst

tion were summarized in the eval

and the result of the evalua-
tion report in the following way.

¢

"In one of the courses the e ination form consists of three parts
and covers a full day. One“of the parts is a rather comprehensive
practieal task which has to be planned, implemented and reported
during the examination day. In the other course the examination
form consists of oral reports and discussions of team-work on a

- number of assigned problems of applied nature. Each team has to
report about their work in two sessions. The teams are given ~
some freedom to choose tasks according to their interests."

The 'students participating in the experiments were invited to de-
scribe effects of the examination forms in a questionnaire com-

/ posed of both open and closed questions. The students unanimously
maintained that both of the examination forms tested led to better
knowledge deeper insight, better co-operatlon. less competition,
better cohtact between students and teachers and more Intense
involvement in work than conventional written examination,

In connection with the evaluation of the experiments with examina-
tion i teams a review of research on the effects of forms of
examination on learning strategies and study mehtods was tmade.
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